

















y 4 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BIKEWAY DESIGN EFFORT
UPDATE |

BAC Meeting
January 25, 2018

Presentation Agenda

1. Review: Goal and Scope of Work

2. Understanding TxDOT Processes:

a) Planning Processes
b) Project Development and Delivery Processes

3. Reviewing State DOT best practices

4. Status: Update to AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities

5. Coming up next: Potential interim recommendations
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Review: Goal of Work Effort

Effectively institutionalize the inclusion of safe,
reliable, and integrated bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure into traditional TxDOT
transportation planning and project

development processes.
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Review: Scope of Effort

Develop recommendations on:

1. Incorporating bikeways into TxDOT’s project
development processes

2. Updating TxDOT bikeway design guidance

3. Disseminating information (TxDOT training, policies,
procedures, & guidance)

4. Coordinating with local governments
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Incorporate bikeways into TxDOT’s project development processes

= Understand TxDOT’s current project
development processes %

= Review best practices for incorporating
bikeways into project development: l

— Other state DOTs,
— TxDOT Districts, [ —

— Current research/guidance l

= Assist BAC members in developing O_ <>
recommendations on incorporating
bike/ped accommodations into the planning
and project development processes

October 2018 BAC Meeting

TxDOT’s Project Planning and Programming Process

oﬁ'exas Transportation Plan (TTP) N
30 years

1 Metropolitan Transportation Plans & Rural Transportation Plans h
20 years

dJnified Transportation Program (UTP) h
10 years

=

2-Year Letting
Schedule
o AN A




TxDOT’s Project Planning and Programming Process: Discussion Outcomes

OTexas Transportation Plan (TTP)

— TTP is more of a guidance document for programming
projects. No projects are listed in the TTP.

— Bicycle and pedestrian need/demand can be
addressed in TxDOT’s goals

°Unified Transportation Plan (UTP)

— TxDOT could add bike/ped performance criteria to the evaluation
process. This could be added at the District or State level.

— UTP/Project Tracker identify projects in pipeline; good opportunity for
bicycle/pedestrian input at project level

°Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

— The best opportunity for including bike/ped accommodations into TXDOT
project development process is before projects are added to the STIP
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District Level Planning Efforts

= Three TxDOT Districts created their
own Bicycle Plans to inform District project
development. One example...

= San Antonio District Rural Bike Plan is used to:
— Prioritize limited resources

— Help guide roadway design considerations

— Work to eliminate system gaps
— Guide bikeway type selection by local context

— Determine locations for bicycle improvements if future funding becomes available

* District bicycle planning may provide key opportunity for local
t bicycle/pedestrian project and/or programming decision-making

* District best practices for bicycle accommodations should be documented.
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TxDOT’s Project Design Process

Plans,
Preliminary Specifications
Engineering & Estimates

(PS&E)

(Preliminary (Final design & (Advertise,
design & ROW acquisition)  receive bids, &
environmental) award contracts)
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Approaches from other State DOTs: Summary of selected states
m

Bicycle Accommodation ]
Policy

Bikeway design guidance

Stand-alone bikeway
design guidance 4 4

Chapter in DOT
Roadway Design Manual

Implementation tools v M v M
Endorse NACTO guide M M
Bikeway implementation 71 7

tracking
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Approaches from other State DOTs: Summary of initial research

= Most state DOTs expect engineers to consider bicyclist and pedestrian
transportation.

= State-level policies do not necessarily translate into inclusion of
nonmotorized facilities into roadway projects.

= Focused project development tools can bring attention to bicycle and
pedestrian needs at key points in the project development process

= Bikeway design guidance that includes both prescriptive and
descriptive design thresholds are more effective.

= Tracking of bikeway implementation appears cumbersome and is not
well integrated.

Concluding observation:

Instead of mandating consideration, many state DOTs are
instead providing engineers design guidance documents and
tools to make educated and informed decisions.
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Approaches from other State DOTS: BAC Working Group discussion outcomes

Appropriate bikeway design for adjacent development
intensity LI~

— Context sensitive design \" >

— Urban vs. rural

Investigate potential bikeway implementation tracking
and/or performance measures

|ldentify project development tools useful for TxDOT

Develop a Bikeway Design chapter in TxDOT
Roadway Design Manual

Consider other design resources such as
NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide
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Related TxDOT’s Project Design Process News

TxDOT DES is in process of hiring
consultant to update TxDOT’s
Roadway Design Manual

Roadway Design Manual

e Schedule to be determined

r

e TxDOT DES is proposing to
create a dedicated chapter [;ZT?rzent
fOr Blkeway DeSign of Transportation

Revised October 2014

©3014 by Texas Departrusi of Tramportathon
(2} 022453 a8 rights ressrved
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Tracking AASHTO Guide to the Development of Bicycle Facilities

DRAFT content from update to the AASHTO Guide e
to the Development of Bicycle Facilities BleysieFomiities

= Presented at December 12 Training in Austin
= Focuses on bikeway design for:
— “Interested but concerned” user group

— Low-Stress Bicycle Network (72% of public)

= Features bikeway selection guidance which considers
— Vehicle volume and speed

— Development context (urban/ suburban/rural towns vs.
rural roadways

— Network connectivity

— Driveway/intersection frequency

On-street parking, parking turnover, and curbside activity
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Tracking AASHTO Guide to the Development of Bicycle Facilities

Remaining Schedule ltems

v'Draft 1 complete (NCHRP 15-60): May 2018
v'AASHTO Active Transportation Committees

Review: Summer 2018
v'Draft 2 complete: Fall 2018
= Other AASHTO Committees Review: Winter 2018/2019
= Draft 3 complete: Spring 2019
= State Balloting: Summer 2019
= Publication: Fall 2019
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Coming up next

April 15" BAC meeting

= Facilitate recommendations for improving TxDOT Project
Development Processes

Working Group
= |[n-person meeting TODAY
—1:00 — 2:00 pm in the Delegation Room
— TxDOT Project Development Processes
= March/April

— Explore project development tools from other State DOTs
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Bikeway Design Effort: Project Team

Working Group TxDOT Division Staff

Frank Rotnofsky e Kenneth Mora

Jeff Pollack * Sharlotte Teague

Margaret O’Brien-Nelson « Dustin Wiggins

ll Public Transportation
Division

e Bonnie Sherman
* Noah Heath
e Carl Seifert (Jacobs)
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Bikeway Design Effort: Project Schedule

Scope Activities 2018 21 0%
Q4 QL Q2 B | o o | @ | o
(1) TXDOT's project development processes [ || §
(2) TXDOT Bikeway Design Guidance BEEEE NN
(3) Information Dissemination ; |
(4) Local government coordination H
Indicates focus on this topic
Indicates facilitation of BAC recommendation(s) on this topic

General order of activities:
1. Project development processes
2. Bikeway design guidance
3. Disseminating information
4

Local government coordination
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Please send additional
questions and comments to:

Bonnie Sherman, AICP, CNU-A
TxDOT - Public Transportation Division
Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
Bonnie.Sherman@txdot.gov

(512) 486-5972

Noah Heath

TxDOT - Public Transportation Division
Bicycle and Pedestrian Planner
Noah.Heath@txdot.gov

(512) 486-5973
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y 4 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

2019 TA/SRTS
CALL FOR PROJECTS

BAC INVOLVEMENT

SRTS Evaluation Criteria Prioritization
January 25, 2019

Presentation Agenda

1. SRTS funding opportunity review

2. BAC involvement

3. SRTS Projects: Evaluation Criteria Prioritization

SRTS Evaluation Criteria Prioritization 2



TxDOT-PTN 2019 Call-for-Projects: Funding Sources

Population Local Eligible
Program Location Size Match Activities Funding

Project

Ll 2 UIES el Development & $8.7M
Infrastructure schools (K-8) :
Construction

Nonurban* <5,000 o
Transportation Condl.t|ona|

Alternatives 20% | Construction Project

List**

(TA) Program
Conditional
5,000 -
* ’ q
Small Urban 200,000 ligiit

* TxDOT’s TA funds must be administered outside Transportation Management Areas

** Conditional Project Lists will be created to prioritize Nonurban and Small Urban projects
for anticipated future federal TA apportionments for FY 2021 - 2022.

SRTS Evaluation Criteria Prioritization

TxDOT BAC Involvement

= TxDOT’s Bicycle Advisory Committee will serve as a “project
evaluation committee to review, evaluate, and make
recommendations on the proposals submitted for the [SRTS]
program.” (TAC Rule §25.504)

— BAC prioritization of SRTS Evaluation Criteria

— Subset of BAC members will volunteer

to help evaluate SRTS proposed .
projects in Summer/Fall 2019
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SRTS Evaluation Criteria Prioritization: BAC Survey

= BAC members were asked to rank the —o—
10 SRTS Evaluation Criteria identified in O
state rules by importance...

= 2019 TA/SRTS Program Guide will
include details for SRTS project
evaluations. E E E

— SRTS Evaluation Criteria will be Y
weighted based upon BAC

prioritization | 2
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SRTS Evaluation Criteria: BAC Survey Results

Safety Issues
Safety Countermeasures

Encouragement

Economic Need

Context
Network Connectivity

Community Support

Planning

Quality

Cost Estimate

Least Important — Most Important
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Prioritized SRTS Evaluation Criteria

Criteria Cotegorics

BAC Prioritized SRTS Evaluation Criteria

Criteria Description
{pee 41 TAL X5 504) Measure

1 Satety Hsues

Safety

Countermeasures

3 Encoutagement

4 Economic Need

Context

Metwork
Connectivity

7 Community Support

8 Planning

9 Quality

10 Costestimate

Bike/ped crashes per papulation density;

Project location has 1 or more of the following
Identification of safety hazards safety hazands: intersection problem, uncortrolied
& Lack of B/P
high tratfic volume, high posted speed,
uncontrofied crossing. not ADA complant

Potential of proposal to reduce  Proposed countenmeasires ire appropriate for
child injury/tatality safoty hazards identified

Lst existing/proposed SRTS programs (e.g., bike

Potential of proposal to roadeo, walking school bus, efc.);

encourage bilking and walking

among students Submit Student Travel Tally/Pasent Sunvey in
application; Conduct post-project tallyfsurvey

Demonstrated need of % of students eligible for Nat'l School Lunch

community and children served Program

Profect incledes 1 or mone of the following: B/P

route gap cosure; separate facility for bikes &/or

peds; B/P tacility separated by space; B/ facility
has vertical separator; over/underpass;

Potential of the proposal to
create safor walking and
bicycling built emvironment

h r ing; traf
kb 3 vk ot skl R/ highwaywater crossing; traffic

markings/signage; new signals; off-street facility;
other

identification of curent and  Project creates a contiguous route to school from
potential sate walking and locations of inferest for schoolchikdren (parks,
bicycling routes to schools sports fields, library, neighborhood)

Collaboration partners identified,

Public meeting held;
Support for the preject by
mmmmm tyfinterested parties Letters of support from schood official, PTA,
stakeholders;

Mainienance responsibility commtment
Application demaonstrates a

link to existing/planne d Included in SATS, School Travel, Trattic Satety, o
comprehensive traffic satety Active Transportation Plan
plan

Comphiance With desgn Enterla gy s ane of below criteria Check:

established by the respansible YO, MUTCD, ADA, NACTO

division

Identification of detailed

CoSt estimate is INorougn and reasonable
construction cost estimate

= See handout entitled

“BAC Prioritized Evaluation Criteria”

= Based on survey results (see slide 6), PTN
will apply weights to the available points
associated with each criterion to score and

rank SRTS projects.

= NOTE: In the 2019 TA/SRTS Program Guide,
TA and SRTS Evaluation Criteria will be
combined. However, scoring for SRTS
projects will be consistent with the
methodology presented in the table to the

left (and handout).

Please send additional
questions and comments to:

Bonnie Sherman, AICP, CNU-A

TxDOT - Public Transportation Division
Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
Bonnie.Sherman@txdot.gov

SRTS Evaluation Criteria Prioritization

(512) 486-5972

Noah Heath

TxDOT - Public Transportation Division
Bicycle and Pedestrian Planner

Noah.Heath@txdot.gov

(512) 486-5973
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Criteria Categories

BAC Prioritized SRTS Evaluation Criteria

Criteria Description
(per 43 TAC 25.504) Measure

1 Safety Issues

Safety
Countermeasures

3 Encouragement

4 Economic Need

5 Context

Network
Connectivity

7 Community Support

8 Planning

9 Quality

10 Cost estimate

Bike/ped crashes per population density;

Project location has 1 or more of the following
Identification of safety hazards safety hazards: intersection problem, uncontrolled
intersection/crossing, lack of B/P infrastructure,
high traffic volume, high posted speed,
uncontrolled crossing, not ADA compliant

Potential of proposal to reduce  Proposed countermeasures are appropriate for
child injury/fatality safety hazards identified

List existing/proposed SRTS programs (e.g., bike

Potential of proposal to roadeo, walking school bus, etc.);
encourage biking and walking
among students Submit Student Travel Tally/Parent Survey in

application; Conduct post-project tally/survey

Demonstrated need of % of students eligible for Nat'l School Lunch
community and children served Program

Project includes 1 or more of the following: B/P
route gap closure; separate facility for bikes &/or
peds; B/P facility separated by space; B/P facility
has vertical separator; over/underpass;
RR/highway/water crossing; traffic
markings/signage; new signals; off-street facility;

Potential of the proposal to
create safer walking and
bicycling built environment
within 2 mi of school

other
Identification of current and Project creates a contiguous route to school from
potential safe walking and locations of interest for schoolchildren (parks,
bicycling routes to schools sports fields, library, neighborhood)

Collaboration partners identified;

Public meeting held;
Support for the project by
community/interested parties Letters of support from school official, PTA,
stakeholders;

Maintenance responsibility commitment
Application demonstrates a

link to existing/planned Included in SRTS, School Travel, Traffic Safety, or
comprehensive traffic safety Active Transportation Plan
plan

Compliance with design criteria
established by the responsible
division

Exhibits meet one of below criteria Check:
AASHTO, MUTCD, ADA, NACTO

Identification of detailed . .
. . Cost estimate is thorough and reasonable
construction cost estimate

2019 TA/SRTS Call for Projects

1/10/2019
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